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Abstract. The objective of this paper is to present general, mechanically veri-
fied, refinement rules for reasoning about recursive programs and while loops in
the context of concurrency. Unlike many approaches to concurrency, we do not
assume that expression evaluation is atomic. We make use of the rely-guarantee
approach to concurrency that facilitates reasoning about interference from con-
current threads in a compositional manner. Recursive programs can be defined as
fixed points over a lattice of commands and hence we develop laws for reasoning
about fixed points. Loops can be defined in terms of fixed points and hence the
laws for recursion can be applied to develop laws for loops.

1 Introduction

For sequential programs, the Hoare-style verification rule for a while loop [2314],

—{pAbNz=z2}c{p Nz <<z}
: (1)

{p} whilebdocod {p A-b}
makes use of a loop invariant, p, that is assumed to hold initially and is maintained by
the body of the loop if the loop guard b holds. To show termination, a variant expression
z is required to strictly decrease on each iteration according to a well-founded relation
<<. The rule (T)) is not valid if there are concurrent threads modifying shared variables
because interference may (a) invalidate the invariant p or (b) increase the variant ex-
pression z or (c¢) interfere with the evaluation of  in such a way that » may not hold at
the start of the execution of the loop body or (d) =5 may not hold on exit from the loop.
Achieving a compositional rule that copes with interference proved challenging [9].
Rely/Guarantee conditions were presented in [24125/26] in the keyword style of VDM
[271]; a series of contributions recast the approach in an algebraic style [[1511316/2220].
When designing a thread 7, it is assumed that all atomic state-to-state transitions
made by its environment (i.e. concurrently running threads) satisfy a rely condition r, a
relation between program states. To complement this, the implementation of thread T
must ensure that all program transitions it makes satisfy a guarantee relation g, where
g must imply the rely condition of every thread running in parallel with 7'. Fig. [T] gives

an example of an Aczel trace of program and environment transitions [1/40l8]. The
intricate question of which transitions are to be viewed as atomic is addressed in §3]
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Fig. 1. An Aczel trace satisfying a specification with precondition p, postcondition g, rely condi-
tion r and guarantee condition g. If the initial state, oo, is in p and all environment transitions (€)
satisfy r, then all program transitions (7) must satisfy g and the initial state oo must be related
to the final state o7 by the postcondition ¢, also a relation between states. The v* at the right
indicates a terminating trace.

Example: removing an element from a set. Consider the example of removing an
element i from a small set w (that can be represented as a bit-map in a single machine
word) in a context in which concurrent threads may not add elements to w but may
remove elements (including i) from WEI The transitions made by the environment satisfy
the rely relation, "xw’ C *w™. Our theory uses binary relations between program states
but in examples it is more convenient to use a predicate notation, in which unprimed
variables refer to their value in the pre state and primed variables refer to their value in
the post state. For such a predicate R, "R is the corresponding relation. We explicitly
dereference the variable w to get its value *w, where in most programming languages
dereferencing is implicit. The remove operation (2) has a post-condition (also a relation)
that i is no longer in *w, "i & *w'". The remove operation needs to guarantee that it
does not remove elements other than i and does not add any elements, that is, every
program transition of remove must satisfy the relation, "sxw — xw’ C {i} Asw’ C sxw™.
That gives the following specification for remove,

Awi.rely Txw’ Cxw A guary Txw —xw’ C{i} Asnw’ Caw @ (Ti € =) (2)

where the command rely r assumes that all environment transitions satisfy the rely
relation r (23), the command guar, g ensures that all program transitions satisfy the
guarantee relation g , the command (g) ensures the overall operation satisfies the
relation ¢ (32), and the weak conjunction operator M (defined in combines these
three commands to form a rely/guarantee specification. The parameter i is a constant
parameter; constant parameters cannot be be modiﬁed The parameter w is a reference
parameter; to get the value of w, it needs to be dereferenced, *WE]

The following code (3)) implements the remove operation making use of a compare-
and-swap (CAS) instruction and a local variable sample, which is used to sample the

3 This example is a sub-task of the development of a concurrent version of the ‘Sieve of Eratos-
thenes’ in [17]. In that problem the set of primes can be represented as a bit map represented as
an array P of 64-bit words, where element PJ[j] represents the subset of primes between 64 * j
and 64 * (j + 1) — 1. The remove operation treated here is suitable for removing an element
from a single word in that array, where a single word represents a subset of 0..63.

4 We have omitted giving the type invariants on w and i to simplify the presentation.

5 Technically, w is also a constant parameter but it is an I-value and hence acts as a reference
parameter.



Reasoning about concurrent loops and recursion (December 9, 2025 01:17) 3

current value of xw. The CAS instruction atomically checks whether the current value
of *w is equal to xsample and if so, updates w to xsample — {i} but if *w is not equal to
xsample, no change is made to w. A loop is required because interference may modify
w between the point at which it is sampled and the point at which the CAS checks
if xw equals xsample, leading to the CAS having no effect, i.e. it does not remove i.
For the CAS instruction (@), Iv is a reference parameter and old and new are constant
parameters, and the command Iv : (g) represents an atomic specification command that
changes only Iv and satisfies the relation g atomically (31). The fact that the CAS
operates atomically is essential to the correctness of the remove operation.

while i € xw do sample := xw ; CAS(w, xsample, xsample — {i}) od 3)
CAS = Mvoldnew . Iv: ((xlv = old \ IV = new) V (xlv # old \ V' = xlv)) (4)

In its concurrent context, the loop guard i € *w in (3) may evaluate to true but, because
interference may remove i from w just after the guard is evaluated, i € *w may no
longer hold at the start of the body of the loop. That means the sequential rule (I)) is
invalid and needs to be adapted to handle concurrency. If the guard evaluates to false,
the condition i ¢ *w is stable under interference that does not add elements to *w, and
hence i ¢ *w holds on loop termination.

To verify that a loop terminates, the sequential rule (I)) uses a variant expression
that the loop body must strictly decrease on each iteration according to some well-
founded relation, however, in the context of concurrency, we need to guard against the
interference increasing the variant expression, which would invalidate the termination
argument. A suitable variant expression to show the loop (3) terminates is «w under the
well founded order C on finite sets. The rely condition *w’ C *w assumes the variant
is not increased by interference from the environment.

A further subtlety exhibited by the remove example, is that it may be the interfer-
ence that removes i just after the guard is evaluated, so that the CAS then has no effect.
In this case the body of the loop does not decrease the variant (as required in the se-
quential verification rule (I))) but the loop will terminate because the loop guard will
evaluate to false, and Li ¢ *w_ is stable under interference that does not add elements
to sw. Our approach to this issue is to use an “early termination” version of the loop
inference rule that requires that the loop body either decreases the variant or establishes
a condition, py, that ensures the loop guard will evaluate to false and hence that the loop
terminates. In the sequential case, an early termination version of the verification rule
can be proven in terms of the standard rule by using a variant that is a pair of the guard
and a variant, (b, z), using lexicographical ordering [14]]. That is not possible in the
context of concurrency because it may be the interference from concurrent threads that
decreases the variant, rather than the loop body. The concurrent version of the non-early
termination rule can be proven as a special case of the early termination version.

Fixed points and recursion. The semantics of a while loop can be defined as the
greateslﬂ fixed point (vf) of the monotone function, f = Ax . if b then ¢ ; x else 7 fi,

® In other works on the refinement calculus [213], the dual lattice is used (i.e. with the reverse
ordering), so greatest fixed points in our theory correspond to least fixed points in theirs.
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where 7 is the null command (i.e. the identity of sequential composition). A greatest
fixed point is used because that allows both a finite and an infinite number of iterations,
and hence allows one to address termination of loops. A while loop is defined as follows,
using the standard abbreviation (vx . f x) for v(A\x . f x).

whilebdocod = vx . if bthenc;xelse Tfi (®)]

More generally, the semantics of a recursive function is defined as its greatest fixed
point. Therefore we develop laws for reasoning about greatest fixed points of functions,
which allows us to reason about recursive functions (§E]) and hence while loops (§[§]),
in the context of interference from concurrent threads. Significantly, unlike most other
approaches [24125/26/35136140J1232/38,39/34133]], we assume neither expression eval-
uations nor assignment commands are executed atomically (see [19]).

2  Wide-spectrum language

This section introduces our wide-spectrum language that incorporates both specifica-
tion and programming language commands [4]. Our approach follows that used for the
sequential refinement calculus [2/30] but extends it with concurrency, which requires a
richer semantics based on Aczel traces [1/40/8]]. The underlying theory is based on our
earlier research [[15013116/22/20] and all lemmas and theorems have been proven in our
corresponding Isabelle/HOL theories.

Naming and syntactic precedence conventions. We use X' for the set of program states,
o for program states (i.e. o € X)), ¢ and d for commands; p for sets of program states; g,
q and r for binary relations between program states; u, v and w for program variables; e
for expressions, b for boolean expressions, where B is the set of booleans, and k and s
for values. Subscripted versions of the above names follow the same convention. Unary
operations and function application have higher syntactic precedence than binary oper-
ations. For binary operations, non-deterministic choice (V) has the lowest precedence,
and sequential composition (;) has the highest precedence, except framing (V : ¢) is
higher. We use parentheses to resolve all other syntactic ambiguities.

Command lattice and primitive operations. Our language consists of a complete
lattice of commands with partial order, ¢ > d, meaning command c is refined (or im-
plemented) by command d, so that non-deterministic choice (c V d) is the lattice join.
The lattice is complete so that, for a set of commands C, non-deterministic choice, \/C,
is defined as the least upper bound. The lattice operators V and \/ are considered part
of our wide spectrum language.

Aczel trace semantics. The semantic model for the lattice of commands consists of sets
of Aczel traces [119.8]. An Aczel trace consists of a possibly infinite sequence of state-
to-state transitions each of which is labeled as either a program (7) or environment (¢)
transition, as in Fig. [T} A trace may be either terminating, aborting or incomplete. Sets
of traces corresponding to commands are prefix closed (i.e. they contain all incomplete
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prefix traces of a trace) and abort closed (i.e. they contain all possible extensions of an
aborting trace). The language includes the following three binary operators:

c; d, sequential composition, that is associative, has the null command, 7, as its neu-
tral element, and distributes arbitrary non-deterministic choices in its left argument
and non-empty non-deterministic choices in its right argument. A trace of ¢ ;d con-
sists of the gluing concatenation of a terminating trace of ¢ and a trace of d, or an
incomplete (including infinite) or aborting trace of c. A gluing concatenation of a
terminating trace fr; with a trace tro requires that the final state of #r; equals the
initial state of #ro and these two states become a single state in the concatenation.

c || d, parallel composition, that is associative, commutative, and distributes non-empty
non-deterministic choices in both its arguments. Because each trace records both
the behaviour of the program and its environment, parallel composition is syn-
chronous, and a trace of ¢ || d consists of a matching of a trace of ¢ and a trace
of d, where a program transition o = ¢’ of ¢ matches an environment transition
o 5 o' of d to give o0 =+ o’ for ¢ || d (or vice versa) and an environment transition
o < o for both ¢ and d matches to give the same environment transition for c || d.
Note that a program transition of ¢ cannot match a program transition of d, leading
to the interleaving of their program transitions. If either ¢ or d aborts, so does ¢ || d.
Termination of ¢ || d corresponds to termination of both ¢ and d.

c M d, weak conjunction, that is associative, commutative, idempotent, and distributes
non-empty non-deterministic choices in both its arguments. A trace of cMd is either
a trace of both ¢ and d, or it is an aborting trace of ¢ that equals an incomplete trace
of d up to the point of abort of ¢ (or vice versa). Weak conjunction (¢ M d) behaves
as both ¢ and d unless either ¢ or d aborts, in which case the weak conjunction
aborts. Termination of ¢ M d corresponds to termination of both ¢ and d.

Values, left values and states. Our theory treats values, left values (variables and
indexed array elements) and program states abstractly. For values (€ Value) the only
constraint is that Value contains the distinct boolean values true and false (so that we can
handle boolean guards in conditionals and loops). The left values (I-values for short) of
our language consist of base variable names (v € Identifier) and indexed array elements
(Indexed A i), where A is an I-value and i is an index value.

LValue = Base Identifier | Indexed LValue Value 6)

We abbreviate “Base v’ to “v”, and “Indexed A i” to “A [i]”. L-values could be extended
to handle a heap but we do not consider that in this paper[] The set of possible program
states, X, is a mapping from l-values to values.

Y = LValue — Value @)

" Because a heap corresponds to an anonymous array with indices being pointer values, the
theory for handling arrays could be used to handle a heap.
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Primitive commands. A command is infeasible in a state, o, if it cannot make any tran-
sition from ¢ and it can neither terminate nor abort in state o. The least command in our
lattice, L, is everywhere infeasible. The language includes four primitive commands:

T p is an instantaneous test that the current state o is in the set of states p: if o € p, Tp
terminates, otherwise it is infeasible — note that there is no transition taken by an
instantaneous test (in the trace semantics, its trace is tagged as terminated);

7r is an atomic program command that may perform a program transition o = o if
(0,0") € r and then terminate, otherwise it is infeasible if o ¢ dom r;

€r is an atomic environment command that may perform an environment transition
o < o' if (0,0') € rand then terminate, otherwise it is infeasible, and

T is Dijkstra’s abort command [10i11]] that can do any behaviour whatsoever. It is the
greatest command. Aborting behaviour is irrecoverable, (i.e. T ; ¢ = T for any c).

For tests, 7 p1 = T po if p1 O po, and both w7y = mry and €7y = €ry hold if ry D rs.
Tests/atomic commands are everywhere infeasible for the empty set/relation: 7() =
7 =€ = L. A command is considered atomic if it is of the form, 7 g \V € r, for some
relations g and r, that is, it can only make a single transition, which may be either a
program (7) transition in g or an environment (¢) transition in r.

The command 7 is the test that always succeeds . The assert command, {pf,
aborts if the current state is not in p, otherwise it terminates immediately @]), where
p = X — p. Property gives an alternative form for an assert command. Note that
{0} = T and {2} = 7. The command « r allows either a program or an environment
transition, provided it satisfies r (IT). The abbreviations 7 and € allow any program
(T3) or environment (T4) transition, respectively, and o allows any transition, program
or environment (T3], where univ is the universal relation between program states (12)).
Note the bold fonts for 7, 7, € and .

T=7X (8) univ= XY x X 12)
h=rvrp; T 9 7™ = Tuniv (13)
{ph=1pVvrp;T (10) € = €univ (14)
ar=mrVer (11) a = auniv (15)

Given a set of states p and a relation r, r > p is the relation r restricted so that its range
elements are within p.

r>p={(o,0')er.o €p} (16)

Two assertions can be merged (I7). A test after an assertion with the same set of states
is redundant (T8). If ¢ is refined by d from states in p; and from states in po, then ¢ is
refined by d from states in their union (I9), and that property can be generalised to a set
of sets of states P, rather than just two sets of states @])

{1l s {p2b = {p1 NP2l a7
{pks7p = {phk (18)
{p1Upalt;c=d if {p1}t;c=dand {p2} ;¢ =d (19)

qUP)c=d iftVpeP . {p};c=d (20
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The inclusion of assertions makes it possible reason about Hoare triples.

Definition 1 (Hoare-triple). A command c establishes postcondition py from initial
states satisfying p, written using the Hoare triple, {p} ¢ {p1}, if and only

{ph;c=ci{pm}- 21

Note the different braces used in the assertion commands and for the pre and post
conditions in the Hoare triple.

Derived commands. Finite (¢*) and possibly infinite (¢*) iteration of a command ¢
zero or more times can be defined as the least (22)) and greatest (23)) fixed points, re-
spectively, of the monotone function (Ax . 7V ¢ ; x).

CFEpux.TVe;x (22) ' =vx.TVc;x (23)

A program guarantee command, guar, g requires that every program transition sat-
isfies the relation g but places no constraints on environment transitions (24). A rely
command, rely r, assumes environment transitions satisfy r; if any environment tran-
sition does not, it aborts , in the same way that an assertion {p[} aborts if the initial
state is not in p. The notation 7 stands for the complement of the relation r. The com-
mand term only performs a finite number of program transitions but does not constrain
its environment (26)). The command idle can perform only a finite number of stuttering
(no change) program transitions but does not constrain its environment (27). The rela-
tion id is the identity relation and idy is the identity relation on a set of 1-values V (28,
and V is the set complement of V. The command V : c, restricts ¢ so that its program
transitions may only modify l-values in the set V, called its frame (29). Within identity
relations and frames an l-value u stands for the singleton set {u}. The command opt r
either performs a single program transition satisfying r or it can terminate immediately
from states o such that (o, 0) € r (30), that is, r is satisfied by not changing the state.
The atomic specification command, (r), achieves r via an atomic program transition
and allows finite stuttering program transitions (that do not change the state) and arbi-
trary environment transitions before and after the atomic transition @; like opt r, the
atomic transition satisfying r may be elided for states o in which (o, 0) € r.

guar, r = (mrVe)” 24y idy={(o,0) . WweV.dv=0v} (28)
relyr=(aVer; T)“ (25) V:c=guargidymc 29)
term = o* ; ¥ (26) optr=wrvrt{o.(c,0) €r} (30)

idle = guar, id M term (27) (r) =idle; optr;idle 3D

The postcondition specification command, (g), for ¢ a relation between states, guar-
antees to terminate in a final state ¢’ that is related to the initial state o by ¢ (32).
The initial test, 7{c}, selects those behaviours that start in state o and the final test,

¥ Note if ¢ does not terminate or aborts, (21) holds because the assertion {p1} is not reached,
so this is a weak correctness interpretation of Hoare logic [37]]. For our usages here, ¢ is an
expression evaluation, which can neither abort nor fail to terminate.
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{0’ . (0,0") € ¢}, restricts the behaviours to those satisfying ¢ end-to-end. The non-
deterministic choice accumulates those behaviours for all possible starting states o.

() =V, m{c};term;7{c" . (0,0") € q} (32)

If a specification command is restricted to achieve a final state satisfying p, that restric-
tion may be pulled out as a test (33). The composition of binary relations is written,
r1 § ro, where, (0,0") € (ry g ro) if and only if (3o; . (0,01) € 11 A (01,0") € r2).
A specification command (r; § r2)) can be split into two specifications, where the first
establishes the precondition p of the second (34). Relies distribute over sequential com-

position (33) [29].

(g>p)=a);7 (33)
(rvgra) = (n DPD {pl; (r2) (34)
relyrmMey ;co = (relyrmer); (rely rmcs) (35)

Expressions. Our treatment of expressions is based on that in [19] and the reader is
referred there for more details. We distinguish between 1-values expressions (/ve) and
expressions (e). The syntax of expressions includes constants (), dereferencing of 1-
value expressions (x/ve), unary operators (& e), and binary operators (e; & e3). L-value
expressions consist of either a variable v or an indexed array reference lve[e|, in which
lve is an l-value expression (thus allowing multi-dimensional arrays) and e is an index
expression. The notation [e], stands for the value of expression e in state o; it has the
standard inductive definition over the structure of expressions [19].

While in a sequential program the value of an expression is uniquely determined by
the initial state in which it is evaluated, in a concurrent context its value depends on the
sequence of states that occur during its evaluation. Hence for a given initial state, an
expression may evaluate to different values depending on the interleaving environment
transitions between its accesses to variable values. Our semantics needs to allow for
such non-determinism. To handle this we represent the evaluation of an expression e
to a value k by the command (e]),. For example, if b is a boolean expression, (b),,,.
represents evaluating b to true. If an expression e does not evaluate to k, (e)), is in-
feasible (). Because expression evaluation is side-effect free, successful evaluation
corresponds to the command idle, which allows finite stuttering transitions during the
evaluation.

A constant expression ~ only evaluates to « (36), and a base variable l-value v only
evaluates to v . For unary operators & and binary operators &, & and & represent
their standard semantics on values. For a unary operator the sub- expression e is evalu-
ated to ki, where there may be multiple values of k; that satisfying k = Sk;, or none
in which case the evaluation is infeasible . For a predicate Pj, the notation \/ cj
represents the non-deterministic choice of c¢j over all j such that Pj holds. The evalua-
tion of the subexpressions e; and e5 in a binary expression can be done in parallel (39),
and similarly for array indexing @ An array index expression [ve[e] cannot evaluate
to a base variable l-value v but it can evaluate to an array indexed l-value A[i], if
Ive evaluates to A and e evaluates to i (41)). Dereferencing evaluates the I-value Ive to v
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and then dereferences /v (42). The idle at the end ensures that expression evaluation is
closed under finite stuttering.

(k), = if k = x then idle else L (36)

(v), =if lv =vthenidle else L 37)
(e = Vi 7 ey, (38)
ler @ el = Vi ™ (leady, 1 e2)y,) (39)
(lvele]), = L (40)
(tvelelb s = [Ivela || [e]i (41)
| xlve), = (V,, - (lve),, s TLxlv = ko idle (42)

Expressions typically occur in a non-deterministic choice over k, for example, the only
choice that succeeds for (k), is for k = « and all other choices for k are infeasible. The
effect when followed by a command, c k, that is dependent on £, is to select ¢ x:

Vilk)sck=1idle;ck Vv L =idle;ck.

Related work. Most other approaches [24125126I35136/40112132(3839134133|], employ
laws that only apply if expression evaluation is atomic, which does not reflect the reality
of expression evaluation in programming language implementations. Such laws can
only be used with expressions that have a single critical reference [S, Definition 2.7,
p-27]; but the validity of their application in this case cannot be verified within their
theories precisely because of the atomicity assumption in their semantics; hence they
break the formal chain of reasoning. An exception is the work of Coleman and Jones
[647]] who develop a fine-grained operational semantics that does not assume expression
evaluation is atomic, however, the rules they develop are restricted to simple special
cases of our rules. Our laws also treat 1-value expressions, which allows treatment of
array indexing in a manner that does not require a separate assignment command to
assign to an array element nor access the whole of an array atomically. (]

Programming language commands. A conditional command either evaluates the
boolean expression b to true and executes c, or to false and executes d . Because our
language is not statically typed, the semantics needs to deal with guards that evaluate
to a non-boolean, in which case conditionals are defined to abort. Theorem [2] (rely-
conditional-spec) below includes an assumption (58)) that avoids the case when b eval-
uates to a non-boolean. A while loop executes ¢ while b evaluates to true and then
terminates if b evaluates to false or aborts if b evaluates to a non-boolean (44).

if bthen celsedfi = (b, ;cV (B ;dV VIEE(B), ; T (43)

true

whilebdocod = vx. if bthenc;xelsetfi 44)

3 Expression evaluation under interference

Consider the following conditional command,

{pl} ;if b do {pr| ; c else {pr| ; dfi. (45)
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In the sequential case [23], assuming the initial state satisfies the precondition p, the
assertions pr and pr in (45) hold if py is taken to be p N b and pp is taken to be p N —b.
However, under interference from concurrent threads, the following issues arise:

1. the precondition p may be invalidated by interference;

2. if b evaluates to true, it does not follow that b still holds at the start of the then
branch; and

3. if b evaluates to false, it does not follow that —b still holds at the start of the else
branch.

To handle the invalidation of the invariant p by interference, we require that p is stable
under the rely condition r. If for a particular example, the precondition p is not stable
under r, it can be replaced by a weaker precondition that is stable under r.

Definition 2 (stable). A set of states, p, is stable under a relation r if, whenever o € p
and (o,0") € r, then o’ € p.

Related work. Jones [24] makes use of a property that invariants are preserved by r,
which is similar to stable. Our definition of stability corresponds to that of Xu et al.
[40]. O

For reasoning about guard evaluation under interference we make use of a Hoare
triple (Definition T} of the form, {p} rely r @ (b)), {p1}, which can be read as “(b),
establishes p; from initial states satisfying p under interference satisfying r”.

For the conditional command in (#5]) executing in a context in which its environment
satisfies a rely condition r, the assertions py and pr in are valid if the following
Hoare triples hold because these triples correspond to evaluating the guard to true/false
under interference satisfying r.

{p} rely rm (b, {rr} (46) {p} relyr @ (b)eee {pr} 47)
These address issues (2) and (3] above.

Reasoning compositionally about expressions. Our motivation above focused on
boolean expressions but this section presents more general inference rules to show the
validity of a Hoare triple of the form, {p} relyrm (e}, {Pk}, for an expression, e,
of any type, where we use P k for the postcondition because the postcondition usually
depends on k. Such laws can be used for the boolean guards in conditionals and while
loops (see §3)) as well as the expressions in assignment commands, including the I-value
expressions on their left sides.

To reason about arbitrary expressions, possibly with multiple references to shared
variables, we make use of a compositional approach in which we establish a postcondi-
tion for a complex expression by first establishing postconditions for each of its compo-
nent sub-expressions. The approach does not require any syntactic side conditions about
the form of an expression and its use of shared variables (see [19] for more details).

Theorem 1 (expressions). For a relation r and set of states p that is stable under r,
constants k, k, k1 and ks, l-value expression lve, l-values lv and Iv1, expressions e, eq
and es, and variable v,

{p} rely r @ (k) {p NLr = ka} (48)
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[var |{p} rely r@ (v), {pNvrv =1} (49)

{p} relyrm (lve), {PiIv}
PiivNnixlv =kio C Pk, where Pk is stable under r

{p} rely rm (= lve), {Pk}

Vki . k= ékl = ({p} relyr@ <|61Dk1 {Pl kl}) A
Piki CPk

{p} relyrm (e, {Pk} D

Vkiky .k =ki Dky = {p} rely rm (e, {P1ki} A
{p} rely rm (ez),, {P2ko} A

PrkiNPyky C Pk 2)
ina
&l {p} rely rf (e & es), {PK}
VAk . {p} relyrm (lve), {P1A} A

{p} relyrm er(k %f]’i k} A
PiANPykC P(Alk
) roly 7 {ivelel by (P AT &)

deref

(50)

Introducing a conditional command. A specification command, (g), being refined
to a conditional command ({@3)) must tolerate interference satisfying r in order to allow
for the evaluation of the guard and interference before and after the execution of the
conditional.

Definition 3 (tolerates). A relation g tolerates interference r from precondition p if p
is stable under r and both,
p<(rsq)Sq and p<(gsr)Cq. (54)

If ¢ tolerates r from p, it is shown in [21] that p < (r* § ¢ g r*) C g, where r*
is the reflexive, transitive closure of r. That is, g tolerates zero or more r transitions
both before and after it, and thus one can introduce idle commands before and after a
specification command with postcondition ¢ (see [21] for a proof of this property).

rely r @ {p} ; (g) = rely r m {p| ; idle; (g) ; idle if g tolerates r fromp  (55)

To refine a specification to a conditional command, separate assumptions are required
for the case of the guard b evaluating to true (56) and b evaluating to false (57). A
third assumption ensures b evaluates to a boolean value, which rules out the third
aborting alternative in the definition of a conditional @) (see [19] for a proof of this
theorem).

Theorem 2 (rely-conditional-spec). Given a boolean expression b, relations q and r,
and sets of states p, pr and pr, if q tolerates r from p, and

{p} relyrm{b), . {pr} (56) Vk {p} relyrm (b), {_k € Bu} (58)
{p} rely rm (b {pry (57
then rely rm {p} ; (g) = if b thenrely r m {pr} ; (g)) else rely r m {pr| ; (g) fi.
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4 Recursion

This section develops Theorem ] (well-founded-recursion-early) that handles introduc-
ing recursion. It uses a variant expression z and a well-founded relation << to show
termination. The well-founded induction principle states that for a well-founded rela-
tion << and property P k defined on values compatible with the type of <<,

(Vk.(Vj.j << k=>Pj)=Pk) = (Vk.Pk). (59)

The notation Le; << eo_ abbreviates {0 . [e1], << [e2],} and Le; << eo 1 abbreviates
{o . [e1]o << [e2]r}. where [e], is the value of e is state o. The following lemma
lifts well-founded induction to reasoning about refinement of commands using a variant
expression z compatible with a well-founded relation <<.

Lemma 3 (well-founded-variant). For commands s and c, a well-founded relation <<,
and a variant expression z that is compatible with the type of <<, if,

Vk. {uz<<ka};s=c¢)= {ez=ko} ;5= ¢) (60)

then s = c. A proof may be found in[Appendix[A]

Theorem [ applies Lemma [3] for ¢ in the form of the greatest fixed point, vf, of a
monotone function f on commands. It is assumed that from states satisfying py, f does
not make any recursive calls, as encoded here by using the parameter T, which allows
any behaviour if the parameter is used within the body of f.

Theorem 4 (well-founded-recursion-early). For a set of states px, a well-founded
relation <<, a variant expression z that is compatible with the type of <<, a command
s, and a monotone function f, if

{pxbss=fT (61
Vk . Jiz=kaff ;s = f({rz << kaUpx|;s) (62)

then, s = vf. A proof may be found in|Appendix [Al

The proviso is used to handle the case in which px holding initially ensures vf
does not utilise any recursive calls, e.g. taking f to be (Ax . if bthenc;xelse T fi), the
case in which the guard b is guaranteed to evaluate to false if px holds. A special case
is if px is the empty set, in which case (61)) is trivially satisfied and (62)) is simplified.

Related work. Schellhorn et al. [34] include recursion in their approach. Sandn et al.
[33]] allow parameterless procedures and make use of a natural number called depth
bound to avoid infinite recursion. Other approaches [[6/12132139/40] do not consider
recursion, instead they define the semantics of while loops via an operational semantics,
as do Sanan et al. [33]]. O
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S Introducing a while loop

For a while loop we would like to derive a law to establish,
rely rm {p} ; (¢* > pr|) = whilebdo cod. (63)

The while loop should establish the relation g*, be-
tween its initial and final states and terminate in a

state satisfying pr. The precondition p is also the
loop invariant. To show termination we use a vari-

—

ant expression z, that is required to strictly decrease 1) 1)
according to a well-founded relation << on each iter- true false
ation, unless an iteration establishes an early termi- prNce < ko 1
nation condition py that guarantees the loop guard ‘ pr
will evaluate to false and hence the loop will exit. qc*

The variant expression z may not be increased by in-
terference from concurrent threads (64).

Because the definition of a while loop is based on a conditional command, the law
for introducing a while loop inherits the asumptions that evaluating the loop guard b
to true from states satisfying p under interference satisfying r establishes pr (63)), and
similarly, evaluating b to false establishes pr (66)), and that the guard must evaluate to a
boolean (67). If b is guaranteed not to evaluate to true from states satisfying px N p, the
guard evaluation (b),, . is infeasible and hence establishes () (68). From initial states
satisfying pr and that the variant z is less than or equal to k, the body of the loop ¢
must establish ¢g* between its pre and post states, and its post state must re-establish the
invariant p and either strictly decrease the variant z or establish px, from which the loop
is guaranteed to terminate (69). The bound variable k can be thought of as the value of
z before guard evaluation; after guard evaluation only z << k can be assumed because
interference may have decreased z.

(Lz << kaUpx) Np

Theorem 5 (intro-while). Given a boolean expression b, a relation r, sets of states
D, pr, pr and pyx, a transitive, well-founded relation << with reflexive closure <<, a
variant expression z that is compatible with the type of <<, and a relation q such that
q* tolerates r from p, if,

rcd Lz (64)
{p} relyrm (b}, {pr} (65)
{p} rely rm (b)gyee {pr} (66)
Vk . {p} relyrm (b}, {k € B_} (67)
{px N p} rely rm (b).. {0} (68)

Vk . rely rm {pr Nz << ko (g* > ((Lz << kaUpx) Np)) = ¢ (69)

then rely rm{p}}; (¢* > pr|) = whilebdocod. A proof may be found in ﬂ

Related work. Our approach differs from earlier approaches [[1232[39140i34/33]] in that
our treatment of expression evaluation is fine-grained. We also make use of an early
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exit version of the while loop rule to allow for the case when it is the interference that
decreases the variant expression because in this case the body of the loop may not be
able to decrease the variant. The early exit version of the rule is required for reasoning
about the remove example and is not derivable from the non-early-exit version. O

Fair termination The command fair = (¢* ; 7)“ ; €* disallows an infinite contiguous
sequence of environment transitions [18]. Fair execution of a command ¢ can be rep-
resented as ¢ M fair, which rules out an infinite contiguous sequence of environment
transitions when executing ¢, unless ¢ aborts. The command term allows only a finite
number of program transitions but does not rule out an infinite contiguous sequence of
environment transitions, however, term m fair = a* and hence allows only a finite
number of transitions. Thus if a command c refines term, then c M fair only performs a
finite number of transitions, i.e. ¢ M fair < term M fair = o* . Hence it is sufficient to
show that a command c refines term in order to show fair execution of ¢ only makes a
finite number of transitions. The reader is referred to [18]] for a more thorough treatment
of fairness in our theory.

Related work. Dingel [12] handles fairness by defining the trace semantics of his par-
allel operator to only allow fair interleaving. Because the semantics of Schellhorn et
al. [34] explicitly alternates between a program transition and an environment transi-
tion (corresponding to any number of our environment transitions), it implicitly corre-
sponds to fair execution. Our approach allows one to decouple fair execution and allows
a simpler definition of the parallel operator [[18]. O

6 Example: Remove an element from a set

Theorem [3] (intro-while) can be applied to show that the remove specification () is
refined by the while loop (3). The loop invariant p is just that the types of i and w are
valid i € 0..63 A *w C 0..63_. Because sample is a local variable [28]], it is not subject
to interference, and hence the rely condition in specification (2)) can be augmented with
Cxsample’ = xsample™ to give a rely condition of "xw’ C xw A xsample’ = xsample”.
The postcondition g is just the universal relation, which is reflexive and transitive. The
set of states pr is just p, and pr and px are both Li ¢ *w_. The variant expression is the
finite set *w under the well-founded subset ordering (C). The body of the loop, c, is
sample := xw ; CAS(w, xsample, xsample — {i}). The proof obligations are:

rCTsw’ Coaw’l (70)
{p} relyrm (i € swh.. {r} 1)
{p} relyrm (i € sw)e, . {Li & *wo} (72)
Vk . {p} relyrm (i € xw), {Lk € B_} (73)
{i g xwanp} relyrm (i € sw),,,. {0} (74)

Vk . relyrm{pNosw C kol (unive (Lxw CkVigswiNp)) = ¢ (75)

Proof obligation is trivial and holds because p is stable under r. For (72),
evaluating i € *w to false establishes i & *w because the latter is stable under the rely
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condition that elements are only ever removed from #w. Obligation (73) holds because
the type invariant on i and *w ensures that the guard i € *w only ever evaluates to a
boolean. For (74), the precondition i ¢ %w is stable under the rely and hence the evalu-
ation of (i € *w),, . is infeasible and hence establishes (). We have not treated the rule
for an assignment command or the atomic specification for the CAS in this paper but the
assignment sample := xw with a precondition of Lxw C k_ establishes the postcondi-
tion Lxw C xsample C k., which is stable under the rely. Under that precondition, the
CAS either (a) succeeds if *sample = *w and removes i from *w establishing Li & *w_,
or (b) fails if xsample # *w and hence due to the pre and rely conditions, Lxw C ki
holds. In either case the type invariant p is preserved.

Theoremdoes not consider the guarantee "xw — xw’ C {i} A xw’ C *w’, which
is reflexive. Elsewhere we have shown that reflexive guarantees can be distributed into
a while loop [29]]. The guarantee is satisfied by the loop body because i is a constant
and the only place *w is modified is by the CAS, which only succeeds if xsample = *w
and hence replaces *w by *w — {i}, which satisfies the guarantee. The other code and a
failing execution of the CAS do not modify «w and hence satisfy the guarantee because
ww—xw’ =0 C {i}.

Because we have shown that specification (2) is refined by (3)), and because any
postcondition specification command refines term by (32), we can conclude from §5]
that fair execution of the while loop (3)) in an environment satisfying precondition p and
rely condition r, will only make a finite number of transitions.

7 Conclusion

The main contributions of this work are to provide general laws for reasoning about
recursion and while loops, including termination arguments based on a variant and a
well-founded relation, both in the context of interference from concurrent threads. Our
laws are early termination versions because these more general rules are required in the
context of concurrency. We do not assume either expressions or assignment commands
are atomic but use a fine-grained definition of expressions along with a set of inference
rules that allow compositional reasoning about expressions, including guards. In our
approach l-values can be either base variables or indexed arrays. Importantly, evalua-
tion of the l-value for an indexed array is done before dereferencing its value, so that
atomicity is only required for accessing individual array elements, not the whole array.
The concurrency theory used in this paper has been formalised within the Isabelle/HOL
theorem prover [31], and the results presented in this paper have been verified in that
theory.
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A Proofs

Lemma|§| (well-founded-variant). For commands s and c, a well-founded relation <<,
and a variant expression z that is compatible with the type of <<, if,

Vk. ({uz<<ka}s;s>=c)= {z=ki};s>¢) (76)

then s > c.

Proof. The antecedent of well-founded induction (59) with Pk as {z =ki} ;s = ¢
holds if forall k,Vj . j << k = {Lz =ji} ;s = ¢ = {Lz = ka} ; s = ¢, which holds as
follows.

Vi.j<<k={z=ji};s>=c
= by QO) with P = {Lz=j.|j.j <<k}
{U{ez=jalj.j<<klt};s=c
=asWHuz=julj i<kl =z<< ks
{ez<<ka};s=c
= by assumption (76)
{ez=ki};s=c

and hence by well-founded induction as << is well founded, Vk . {Lz = ku};s = ¢,
and hence by {U,z=ks}t ;5 = ¢, and hence as |J, L.z = ks = X, we have
s>~ c. O

Theorem [ (well-founded-recursion-early). For a set of states px, a well-founded
relation <<, a variant expression 7 that is compatible with the type of <<, a command
s, and a monotone function f, if

{pxhss=fT (77)
Vk . Jiz=koff ;s = f{rz << kaUpx|;s) (78)

then, s = vf.



Reasoning about concurrent loops and recursion (December 9, 2025 01:17) 19

Proof. For the early termination case we have {px| ;s = vf as follows, using with
the facts that f is monotone, T is the greatest element, and v f is a fixed point of f:

{pxltis =f T =f(wf) =vf. (79)
By Lemma|z| (well-founded-variant) to show s > vf, it suffices to show,
Vi . ez << kalf ;s = vf) = ({uz = kaf 5 s = vf).
To show this for any &, assume
{ez << ka};s=vf (80)
and show {.z = kJ} ;s = vf as follows.

{ez=ki} ;s
= by (78)
f{ez <<kaUpx}ss)
> by (19) using (80) and (79) and f is monotone
£sf)
= folding fixed point
vf. O

Theorem |§| (intro-while). Given a boolean expression b, a relation r, sets of states
D, pr, pr and px, a transitive, well-founded relation << with reflexive closure <<, a
variant expression z that is compatible with the type of <<, and a relation q such that
q* tolerates r from p, if,

rci <77 (81)
{p} relyra (b} {rr} (82)
{p} relyrm (b)e {rr} (83)
Vk . {p} relyrm (b}, {k € B_} (84)
{px N p} relyrm (b, {0} (85)

Vik. relyrm{pr Nz << ki (g* > ((Lz << kaUpx) Np)) = ¢ (86)

then rely rm {p} ; (¢* > pr|) = whilebdo cod.

Proof. Because a while loop is defined as a greatest fixed point of the monotone func-
tion (Ax . if bthenc;xelse T fi), we make use of TheoremE|(well—founded—recursion—
early) to prove the law. The provisos for Theorem[d]in this case are the following.
{pxlt ; (rely rm {p} ; (¢* > pr)) = if bthenc; T else T fi (87)
Vk .z = kol ; (vely rm {p} ; (¢* > prl)) =if bthenc; {Lz << ko Upxl;

(rely rm {pl} ; (¢* > pr)) else T fi
(88)
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The left side of (87) is equivalent to rely r@ {px Np} ; (¢* > pr|) and hence to show the
refinement we can use Theorem [2] (rely-conditional-spec) with the proof obligations:

q" tolerates r from p (89)

{px N p} rely r @ (b)y,. {0} (90)

{px Np} rely rm ()¢ {pr} oD

Vk . {px Np} relyrm (b), {_k € B_} 92)

and then show the refinement of the then and else branches of the conditional,

rely rm {0} ; (¢* >pf) =c; T 93)
rely r @ {prl ; (" > pf) =T (94)

The relation ¢* tolerates r from p (89) by assumption. Property (90) is just assumption
(B35), ©I) follows from assumption (83), similarly, (92)) follows from (84). Property
holds because {@}} = T and hence the left side reduces to T, which is refined
by any other command. Property (94) holds because relation ¢* is reflexive and hence
(¢*) = (id) = 7 and hence rely r{pr};(q* > pr) = {prl:(q*);mpr = {prliTpr =
{pr} = 7 by (T8).

The left side of (88) is refined by rely r @ {Lz << ka N p} 5 (¢* > pr) and hence
to show the refinement we can use Theorem [2] (rely-conditional-spec) with the proof
obligations:

g" tolerates r from p (95)

{Ltz << kanp} relyrm (b),,,. {pr Nz <<k} (96)

{Lz < kanp} relyrm (b) g, {PF} 97)

Vk . {\_Z < ka ﬂp} rely rm Qka {\_k S BJ} 98)

and then show the refinement of the then and else branches of the conditional,

rely rm {pr Nz << ka5 (g* > pr) = ¢ {Lz << kaUpxl
(rely rm{p} ; (¢" > pr)) 99)
rely r @ {prl; (¢* > pr) = T (100)

Property (95)) holds by assumption. Property (96) holds by assumptions (82) and (8T,
where (81) ensures that Lz << k_ is stable under the rely r and hence holds after the
guard evaluation. Properties (97) and (98) follow from assumptions (83) and (84), re-
spectively. Property (T00) is the same as (94) that was shown above. Property (99) holds
as follows.

rely r @ {pr Nz < ka5 (g* > pr)

= applying (33) to pull out the final test and as ¢* is transitive, ¢* = ¢* § ¢*
rely rm {pr Nz < ka5 (g* s ¢%) ;s Tpr

= using to split (¢* § ¢*) and introduce assertion (Lz << ks Upy) Np
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rely rm {pr Nz << ko5 (g* > ((Lz << kaUpx) Np)) ;
{(cz << ksUpx) Nplts (™) s ToF
distribute the rely over the sequential composition (33)
(rely rm {pr Nz < kot ;5 (g" > ((Lz << ko Upx) Np)));
(rely rm {(.z << kaUpx) Nplt; (%) s 7pr)
apply assumption (86) to introduce ¢
c;(relyrm{(cz << kaUpx) Npl s (g*) 5 7pr)
split assertion and pull out the first assertion; apply (33) in reverse
¢;{ez < kaUpxl; (rely rm {p} ; (¢" > pr))
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